REMARKS 



By the foregoing amendment, Claims 26, 61, 62 and 90 have been amended. 
Claims 1-2, 4-14, 17-18, 22-23, 44, 58-60, and 63-66 have been cancelled. Claims 26-27, 
29-39, 42-43, 61-62 and 90 remain pending; Claims 1-25, 28, 40-41, 44-60, and 63-89 
are cancelled. Favorable reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-2, 4-14, 17-18, 22-23, 26-27, 29-37, 39, 42-44 and 58-66 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) on the grounds of anticipation by Ken (U.S. Patent 6,193,728). 
Claims 1-2, 4-14, 17-18, 22-23, 44, 58-60, and 63-66 have been cancelled. Claim 26 has 
been amended to recite "at least one loop of fiber material attached to said elongated 
pusher member, said at least one loop of fiber material being severable by heating of said 
at least one loop of fiber material; an electrical resistance heater wire disposed adjacent to 
said at least one loop of fiber material, said electrical resistance wire being connected to a 
control unit for heating and thereby severing said at least one loop of fiber material." 
Support for the amendment can be found in the specification at page 12, lines 9-21; page 
13, lines 3-19; and in Fig. 2, which was elected. It is respectfully submitted that the 
amendment introduces no new matter. 

The Examiner indicated that Ken 728 discloses "coil 141 including loop of fiber 
material 139 severable from elongate pusher member 136 by a sacrificial shown as a 
groove in Fig. 3C." The Examiner further referred to Figs. IB and 2B and portions of the 
text of Ken 728 dealing with Figs. lA and IB. At column 7, line 54, to column 8, line 1 1 
of Ken 728 Fig. 3C is discussed. At column 7, lines 57-67, Ken 728 discloses that the 
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stretch-resisting member 133 is looped about a hook 139, which forms the final turn or 
half- turn of an anchor coil 141, which is in turn preferably welded to the vaso-occlusive 
coil 135. Hook 139 is described as forming the final turn or half turn of the anchor coil 
141, and it is noted that Ken 728 discloses that the coils may be made of radiolucent 
fibers or polymers, but it is clear from Fig. 3C that the hook 139 is not closed to form as 
loop, so that the stretch resisting member 133 could slip off the hook, particularly if the 
coil 135 is compressed. This is not the case with the present invention, in which the loop 
28 formed by the stretch resistant member is positively retained by the connector fiber 
loop 40, until the connector fiber loop 40 is severed by heat by the adjacent resistance 
heater wire 44. Claim 26 has been further amended to recite "said stretch resistant 
member being fixedly attached to said vasoocclusive coil only at said distal end of said 
vasoocclusive coil." In contrast, the stretch resisting member 133 of Ken 728 has a 
portion that is meUed to form a tip 137 of the coil 135, and the other end of the stretch 
resisting member 133 is fixedly attached to the other end of the coil 135 because the 
anchor coil 141 is disclosed as welded to the coil 135 at the other end of the coil. 

The Examiner also indicated that the element 139 was severable from the pusher 
member 136 by a sacrificial portion shown as a groove in Fig. 3C; however applicant is 
not claiming a groove, and it appears that according the Examiner's explanation the 
groove in the pusher member 136 would be the point at which severing would occur, not 
in the anchor coil or the hook 139. Claim 26 further recites "an electrical resistance 
heater wire disposed adjacent to said at least one loop of fiber material, said electrical 
resistance wire being connected to a control unit for heating and thereby severing said at 
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least one loop of fiber material." Clearly severing of the pusher member 136 of Ken 728 
is quite different from the arrangement for severing of the at least one loop of fiber 
material as is claimed. It is therefore respectfully submitted that Claims 26-27, 29-39, 
42-43 and 61-62 patentably distinguish over Ken 728, and that the rejection on the 
grounds of anticipation by Ken 728 as it pertains to Claims 26-27, 29-39, 42-43 and 61- 
62 should be withdrawn. 

Claim 90 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) on the grounds of anticipation by 
Ken (U.S. Patent 6,193,728). The Examiner indicated that in Ken 728 the coil 141 
includes a loop of fiber material 139 and other loops, and includes a loop outside the coil 
135 that can be detachable from the loop of fiber material 139. This is contrary to the 
Examiner's indication that the severing would occur at the groove of the pusher member 
136, in which case the anchor coil 141 and coil 135, as well as the hook 139 and the 
stretch resisting member 1 33 would all remain connected together . The assembly of the 
coil 135, stretch resisting member 133, anchor coil 141 and hook 139 would be severable 
from the pusher member 136 at the groove identified by the Examiner, which is quite 
different from what is recited in Claim 90. It is therefore respectfully submitted that 
Claim 90 patentably distinguishes over Ken 728, and that the rejection of Claim 90 on 
the grounds of anticipation by Ken 728 should be withdrawn. 

Claims 6 and 31 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) on the grounds of 
obviousness from Ken 728. Claim 6 has been cancelled. Claim 31 recites that "said 
stretch resistant member is formed of a stranded material." The Examiner asserted that it 
would have been obvious "to make Ken 728's resistant member 133 of a form/a material 
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as recited in the claims," on the grounds that there is no evidence that a resistant member 
of a form/material as recited in tlie claims would significantly improve the device of Ken 
5,582,619. The Examiner has not applied Ken 5,582,619 or explained how Ken 
5,582,619 is to be applied. The Examiner apparently intended to assert that there is no 
evidence of a reason to make the resistant member 133 of Ken 728 as recited in Claim 
3 1 . Since the Examiner has provided no justification whatsoever for the assertion that 
Claim 3 1 would be obvious from Ken 728, and has argued against the claim of 
obviousness, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of Claim 31 on the grounds of 
obviousness from Ken 728 should be withdrawn. 
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In light of the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted that 
the application should now be in condition for allowance, and an early favorable action in 
this regard is respectfully requested. 



By: /James W. Paul/ 
James W. Paul 
Reg. No. 29,967 
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6060 Center Drive, Tenth Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90045 
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Customer No. 24201 
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Respectfully submitted, 
FULWIDER PATTON LLP 
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